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BeforeSTEELE, Chief JusticelHOLL AND andBERGER, Justices
ORDER

This 8th day of December 2010, upon consideratdfdhe appellant’s
opening brief and the appellee’s motion to affimmmguant to Supreme Court
Rule 25(a), it appears to the Court that:

(1) The defendant-appellant, Cornelius B. Wrigheéd an appeal
from the Superior Court’s August 19, 2010 violatwinprobation (“VOP”)
sentencing order. The plaintiff-appellee, the &t Delaware, has moved

to affirm the Superior Court’s judgment on the grduhat it is manifest on



the face of the opening brief that the appeal thauit merit: We agree and
affirm.

(2) The record before us reflects that, in Mard02® Wright
pleaded guilty to Robbery in the First Degree, Raibin the Second
Degree and Possession of a Firearm During the Cssmoni of a Felony.
On the first robbery conviction, he was sentencetkm years at Level V, to
be suspended after two years for eight years aellLid Halfway House,
itself to be suspended after six months for deangdsvels of supervision.
On the second robbery conviction, he was sentetcéttee years at Level
V, to be suspended for three years at Level llbpton. On the weapon
conviction, he was sentenced to three years atlMNeve

(3) On August 19, 2010, the Superior Court foumat Wright had
committed a VOP with respect to his 2003 robberg aeapon violation
sentences by absconding from custddyor violating his robbery probation,
Wright was sentenced to three years at Level V. wds discharged as
unimproved on his weapon violation sentence.

(4) In this appeal from the Superior Court’s Augi8, 2010 VOP

sentencing order, Wright claims that the Superiour€abused its discretion

! Supr. Ct. R. 25(a).
% Wright previously was found to have committed VG@#P3uly 2007, March 2008,
August 2008 and December 2009.



by not permitting him to offer mitigating circumstzes at the VOP hearing
regarding why he absconded from custody, which didwdve supported a
lesser sentence.

(5) As the appellant in this matter, Wright betirs responsibility
of providing whatever supporting documentation esassary for this Court
to review his claint. In this appeal, Wright had the responsibility of
providing to this Court the transcript of his semiag hearing. His failure
to do so precludes our appellate review of hiswlai an abuse of discretion
at the VOP hearing on the part of the sentencidgé

(6) Itis manifest on the face of the opening fotfhat this appeal is
without merit because the issues presented on hppeacontrolled by
settled Delaware law and, to the extent that jadlidiscretion is implicated,
there was no abuse of discretion.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the State’s iootto
affirm is GRANTED. The judgment of the Superior(@ois AFFIRMED.

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Randy J. Holland
Justice

3 Supr. Ct. R. 9(e)(ii) and 14(e).

* Tricoche v. Sate, 525 A.2d 151, 154 (Del. 1987). The docket refiehat the Clerk
notified Wright that he had to either apply for tr@nscript at State expense or arrange
for payment himself with the court reporter. Thoekkt also reflects that the court
reporter notified Wright of the cost of transcrgutj but that Wright took no steps to
obtain the transcript.



